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1
 The Supreme Court ruled that distinctions based on race violated neither the Thirteenth nor Fourteenth Amendment, two of the Civil War amendments 
passed to abolish slavery and secure the legal rights of the former slaves.  Although the phrase "separate but equal" cannot be found in the court’s ruling, its 
effect was to legally enforce segregation. 
2
 The Augusta Board of Education wanted to provide a high school for whites but no school for blacks.  The Supreme Court refused to intervene. 
3
 Berea College was admitting black and white students in violation of the Day Law.  The U. S. Supreme Court upheld Kentucky's action. 
4
 The U. S. Supreme Court declared that constitutional and statutory provisions requiring racial segregation in schools were unconstitutional. 
5
 The U. S. Supreme Court ordered school boards operating dual school systems, part "white" and part "Negro," to "effectuate a transition to a racially 
nondiscriminatory school system. 
6
 Despite the ruling in Brown v. Board of Education in 1954, miniscule progress was being made toward integration, particularly in the south.  The U. S. 
Supreme Court in Green ordered that desegregation plans had to have the promise “realistically to work now.”  This combined with the 1964 Civil Rights Act 
made the loss of federal funds a credible threat and desegregation plans began to be implemented on a large scale.  In the 1963-64 school year barely 1% of black 
children attended school with white children.  By 1972 that percentage had grown to better than 75%.  
7
 In McInnis, the first fiscal equalization case to make it all the way to the U S Supreme Court, plaintiffs argued funds should be distributed based on 
educational needs.  But they were unable to help the court devise “discoverable and manageable standards” by which the court could determine when the 
Constitution is satisfied and when it is violated.  This foreshadows the Supreme Court’s difficulty in Rodriguez later.  
8
 Plaintiffs claimed that Virginia’s system of school finance violated the 14
th
 amendment of the U S constitution.  The federal district court found no 
means to “tailor the public moneys to fit the varying needs of these students throughout the state.”   
9
 Serrano was the first major school case to be filed in a state rather than federal court.  It was also the first time a state system of school finance was 
found to be unconstitutional.  The state court found that the state system of funding violated the federal equal protection clauses of both the state and federal 
constitutions. Compulsory attendance was used as partial rationale supporting education as a fundamental right.  The court’s finding was ruled invalid by 
Rodriquez. 
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10
 The U.S. Supreme Court analyzed in detail the purposes of compulsory education.  The court accepted a two-fold justification, i.e. “to participate 
effectively and intelligently in our open political system,” and the preparation “to be self-reliant and self-sufficient participants in society.”  
11
 The U. S. Supreme Court ruled that the mandate in Brown did not require desegregation of school systems where the segregation was de facto due to 
housing patterns rather than intentional state actions. 
12
 The U. S. Supreme Court effectively precluded plaintiffs from using the equal protection clause of the U. S. Constitution finding that education was 
not a fundamental right.   The court also noted that the equal protection clause applies to individuals, not governmental entities. 
13
 The state court ruled the school funding system unconstitutional based on the education clause in the state constitution. 
14
 The court found that a modest equalization scheme was constitutional. 
15
 The court declared unconstitutional a highly progressive funding mechanism that re-distributed tax revenues across districts. 
16
 California Supreme Court determined that education was a fundamental right protected by the state constitution. 
17
 The Connecticut Supreme Court determined that the “degree of support given to education by the legislature” contributed to a ruling that education 
was a fundamental right.   
18
 The U. S. Supreme Court held that predominantly white suburbs would not be required to participate in metropolitan area desegregation schemes 
absent evidence of past of past discrimination against minority students. 
19
 The state court ruled the school funding system unconstitutional based on the education clause in the state constitution. 
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20
 The West Virginia court relied on the “explicitly or implicitly guaranteed” test of Rodriquez in finding that the state constitution’s clause calling for a 
“thorough and efficient system of free schools” was sufficient to find that education is a fundamental right.  
21
 The Wyoming court determined that the emphasis placed on education in the state constitution led to the determination that education was a 
fundamental right.  
22
 The rational basis test was used by the Arkansas court to overturn the school funding scheme. 
23
 The Connecticut Supreme Court determined that education was a fundamental right protected by the state constitution.  But Horton III imposed a 
more demanding burden of proof for plaintiffs claim concerning the adequacy of reform. 
24
 Oklahoma’s education clause requires “a basic, adequate education.” 
25
 The Kentucky Supreme Court ruled the entire school system unconstitutional based on the education clause in Section 183 of the state constitution. 
26
 The state court ruled the school funding system unconstitutional based on the education clause in the state constitution.  The Texas accountability 
system, which was standards-based was found to meet constitutional adequacy requirements. 
27
 The Montana court ruled the school funding system unconstitutional based on the education clause in the state constitution. 
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28
 In denying the appellants relief the court indicated that the result might have been otherwise if they had raised educational adequacy rather than equity 
claims.  Appellants failed to assert that their districts were unable to meet the legislative standards.  The court upheld a moderately egalitarian funding 
mechanism that plaintiffs felt did not provide sufficient revenues for inner-city districts. 
29
 The state court ruled the school funding system unconstitutional based on the education clause in the state constitution. 
30
 The court adopted the adequacy definition from Rose pointing to the seven specific criteria articulated by the Kentucky court as guidelines to 
legislators.  The court ruled both an adequate education and adequate funding a constitutional right in New Hampshire. 
31
 An Alabama Circuit Court found the entire school system to be unconstitutional because it was inadequate and inequitable.  The state decided not to 
appeal.  
32
 The Massachusetts court ruled the school funding system unconstitutional based on the education clause in the state constitution.  It creates the 
legislative duty to “cherish…public schools” which has been interpreted to mandate “an adequate education.”  The court adopted the definition of adequacy from 
Rose. 
33
 In denying the plaintiffs relief the court indicated that the result might have been otherwise if they had raised educational adequacy rather than equity 
claims. 
34
 The Tennessee court ruled the school funding system unconstitutional based on the education clause in the state constitution.  Tennessee’s constitution 
requires a system that “generally prepare[s] students intellectually for a mature life.” 
35
 The Arizona court ruled the school funding system unconstitutional based on the education clause in the state constitution.  The Bishop decision 
concerned only the funding of school facilities. 
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36
 In denying the plaintiffs relief the court indicated that the result might have been otherwise if they had raised educational adequacy rather than equity 
claims.  Manner of funding was not shown to prevent schools from meeting standards. 
37
 The statement of goals from Rose has provided an operational definition of adequacy for this case.   The court ruled that a redistributive scheme that 
established by the state legislature was constitutional.  The suit was brought by school districts that had lost funding under the plan. 
38
 The Wyoming Supreme Court provided substantive instructions to the legislature on how it should define specific elements of an adequate education 
including small class size, low student/teacher ratios, student/computer ratios, curriculum and student skills acquisition. 
39
 In denying the plaintiffs relief the court indicated that the result might have been otherwise if they had raised educational adequacy rather than equity 
claims.  Funding disparities were not shown to result in inadequate education. 
40
 The New Jersey Supreme Court upheld a system of content standards consistent with “a standards-based approach to the improvement of public 
education.”  The standards provide achievement goals applicable to all students in seven core academic areas. 
41
 The Vermont court ruled the school funding system unconstitutional based on the education clause in the state constitution.  Vermont’s constitution 
sought to foster “republican values or public ‘virtue’.” 
42
 The Ohio Supreme Court declared in broad terms that children must be “educated adequately so that they are able to participate fully in society.” The 
court issued guidelines calling for the eliminating emphasis on the local property tax, and ensuring that the system include an appropriate “student teacher ratio, 
...sufficient computers…facilities in good repair and the supplies, materials and funds necessary to maintain these facilities in a safe manner.” 
43
 At issues were capital facilities disparities.  The Arizona Supreme Court enunciated guidelines for a new funding system that must bring existing 
facilities up to an adequate standard, construct new facilities and maintain all facilities at an adequate level. 
44
 The statement of goals from Rose has provided an operational definition of adequacy for this case.  
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45
 The South Carolina Supreme Court ruled the school funding system unconstitutional based on the education clause, which requires “a minimally 
adequate education.” The statement of goals from Rose has provided an operational definition of adequacy for this case.  
46
 This case is a follow up to Leandro.  The North Carolina Supreme Court defined the constitutional concept of a sound basic education and remanded 
the case for trial to determine if that standard was being met. 
47
 The trial court adopted the definition of adequacy from Rose. 
48
 New York’s education clause required “a sound basic education.”  The court on its own issued a “template” definition that included both substantive 
educational goals and specific resource essentials.   
